
STATEMENT/PURPOSE  
 

The purpose of this item is to continue joint review by the Town and County Planning Commissions of the 
draft Comprehensive Plan dated April 3, 2009. 
 

BACKGROUND/ALTERNATIVES   
 
The specific topics to be addressed at this meeting are as follows: 
 

o Theme 4 – Meet Our Community’s Housing Needs 
 
Public Comment on Agenda Items 
 
Public comment regarding Theme 4, received since the January 28, 2010 staff report is attached. Staff has 
previously provided all other public comment on Theme 4.  Please contact staff for additional copies. 
 
STAG Recommendations 
 
Theme 4 Housing 
 
The group wanted to know the current profile of the 65% of workers living locally in terms of free 
market, deed restricted, and rental units. The consensus of the group was that the Plan should not establish 
a goal of housing 65% of the workforce locally without a better understanding of the current condition. 
Further, the group felt that the definition of working in the community should be refined to clarify 
whether retired workforce and live/work is included in this percentage. 
 
There was a strong consensus from the group that the Theme should have a much stronger emphasis on 
rental housing in order to achieve the 65% goal.   
 
The group agreed that the Plan should be clear that the 65% housing goal is not a recommended 
mitigation rate. 
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The group discussed the realistic implementation and prioritization of Principle 4.3 regarding preserving 
the existing housing stock due to the high acquisition costs and resale requirements on homeowners. 
 
The group was uncomfortable with the use of the term “all” in Policy 4.1.a in discussion of who the 
community is committed to housing. 
 
Planning Commission Comments/Discussion Points 
 
Following are the directives from the County Planning Commission from their June 29, 2009, meeting 
identified as relevant for consideration in Theme 4: 

15. Require that all future development, commercial and residential, be mitigated for employee generation 
(EGU) to the extent necessary to maintain the goal of housing an as yet to be determined % of our 
workforce locally – and that it must be produced on site. This workforce housing mitigation shall not 
increase the build-out number – rather it must be provided for within existing base property rights. 

16. More narrowly define “workforce housing”. 

17. Determine the amount of workforce housing necessary to mitigate for the development that has 
already been approved but not built, and the projected loss of workforce housing as people retire, to 
meet the desired goal of housing the to be determined percentage of the workforce locally. Then, 
indentify and zone enough specific locations to provide the needed housing and consider funding the 
construction of that housing through a SPET and real estate transfer tax (Strategy 4.1) so that projects 
do not need to be subsidized by density up-zones for free market homes. 

18. Place more emphasis on Principle 4.3 and the idea of developing a portfolio of methods for meeting 
our housing needs that includes rentals, shared equity loans and tax incentives for self imposed 
housing deed restrictions. 

 
Following are the individual planning commissioners’ comments submitted for consideration for Theme 4: 
 
Lisa daCosta 
1. There was no policy adoption that I am aware of by either the county commission or the town council 

that 65% of the workforce has to be housed in the county.  It was only a recommendation of the 2007 
needs assessment.  Repeated reference to it as a goal to be met or exceeded (the Indicators actually 
point to a goal of GREATER THAN 65% for workforce percentage housed locally) through out the 
theme needs to be addressed. 

2. The vague reference that “many feel 65% represents a “tipping point”” also has not be documented in 
any sort of way.  It was a term that was flung around but not proven with data from any other 
community that the number couldn’t be 50% or 45%.  Perhaps we do not need to hone in on a set 
number percentage as a goal, and maybe this is the angle we should discuss. 

3. Policy 4.1.b refers to the median home price equally 1800% of median household income needs to be 
removed or revised.  It is no longer accurate. 

4. As we discuss preserving existing housing stock for workforce housing, we need to address the 
remaining pre-HUD trailers that still represent housing but do not reflect a commitment to the health, 
safety and welfare of the community. 

5. One of the indicators refers to increasing the percentage of new units that are restricted.  Does this 
mean raising the percentage from 25% to some other mitigation rate?  I cannot support any policy that 
is going to increase the cost of doing business locally at this time 
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6. Strategy 4.1 Likewise, I cannot support, on any level, any new tax--sales, property tax mil or transfer 
tax--that is going to hurt local businesses or residential property owners or slow the recovery of our 
economy.  Rather, I am committed to getting assessed valuation DOWNWARD REVISION AND 
ABATEMENT that will lower tax receipts, as soon as possible. 

Barbara Allen 

I feel that this chapter is completely out of date and needs to be reworked rather than gone over line by 
line.  2007 numbers cannot be used to justify this chapter.  I also feel that this theme currently is too 
specific. I think this should be more general. 

1. Agree with 4.3.a that restricting existing units is more efficient than building new ones 

2. Agree with the Chamber of Commerce's recommendations that workforce housing must include rental 
housing.  The condo conversion will substantially deplete any rentals that we have in the community 
and must be addressed. 

3. Housing should not always be required onsite.  Decisions should be made as to end users accessibility 
to services, the impact on transportation, the school system etc. 
 
I have no issue with requiring developers to contribute to new housing, but there has to be a limit to 
this exaction or you will get no redevelopment and therefore no housing 

4. I would like to see a dedicated funding source for the provision of affordable housing.  It is a 
community issue and the degree to which it takes place should be decided upon by the community.  If 
we added on to the sales tax, funding would come from visitors spending money.  I do not support an 
increase in anything tax other than sales tax to accomplish this 

5. We need to further discuss the incentivizing of nonresidential to residential perhaps.  We could allow 
the conversion straight across, for example, 2,500 square feet for 2,500 square feet which would then 
kick in the affordable housing requirement and get us a unit while providing the owner an opportunity 
to sell 2 market rate units.  We could also allow that a nonresidential building be able to transfer their 
right to those units to another site where a condo may be more appropriate.  This may result in a better 
commercial building and more housing in town. 

6. The market is down. This is the time to explore funding and the purchase of EXISTING housing 
stock.  

7. I am in favor of cooperative housing solutions with federal and state agencies as well as businesses an 
local non profits. 

8. The Authority should not be allowed to land bank.  I would prefer to see a panel oversee the housing 
decisions and remove the phrase "authority."   

9. I do not agree with the Housing Trust's recommendations that any organization that has been around 
for 2 years should be included in the discussion. 

10. Key worker housing needs to be more prominent in any discussion about deed restricted housing. 

Tony Wall 
1. Pg. 47  Policy 4.1.d   ADD language "establish special zoning districts for high density deed-restricted 

RENTAL housing" 
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2. Pg. 48  Policy 4.2a  Stronger language requiring that the mitigation rates for both residential and 
commercial development be set at levels that will assure the success of the Theme 4 Statement of 
Ideal of housing 65% of the workforce 

 
3. Pg. 49  Principle 4.4 "Incentivize the creation of workforce housing" should be removed entirely. We 

have already determined that we don't want additive density and that the AHPUD does not meet our 
desire for predictability.  

 
4. "Density and floor area bonuses and other incentives" (4.4a) are precisely what the public does not 

want to see put in place - they are in fact the reasons behind all of the most controversial applications 
we've seen over the past ten years. On-site mitigation (commercial and residential) for employee 
generation is the only solution going forward that will eliminate subjectivity in the planning process 
and provide predictability 

 
Staff Follow Up and Discussion Points 
 
Based on previous discussions of the Planning Commissions, Staff has summarized your work thus far on 
Theme 4 and proposes that the following questions in order to wrap up your discussion. As always, this is not 
an exhaustive list and the commissions are free to amend or add to the list, as you deem appropriate. Staff 
continues to encourage commissioners to keep your discussions at broad level concepts and ideas regarding 
housing. The purpose of discussion of this Theme is to provide direction for the future development of Land 
Development Regulations (LDRs) not the actual creation of LDRs at this time. 
 
Summary 
It is staff’s understanding that the commissions have decided that there are four major reasons why the 
community has a housing program. None of these bases takes precedent over any of the others; the community 
wants to achieve its goals with respect to each issue. The bases are: 
 

i. Maintenance of a local workforce and non-exportation of housing impacts 
ii. Maintenance of socioeconomic diversity 

iii. Generational continuity 
iv. Maintenance of a sense of community by prioritizing community type housing over resort type 

housing 
 

The commissions have not yet set goals for each of the bases. 

Staff believes the commissions have affirmed that there are two primary issues that threaten the 
realization of the communities housing goals because of the value of housing in this community. The first 
issue created by new residential and nonresidential development is that many of the workers generated to 
construct, maintain, and/or staff these new developments can not afford housing in the community. The 
second issue is that the resale and redevelopment of existing housing stock prices many existing residents 
out of the community’s housing stock. For example, when a worker retires from the community and sells 
their home it is no longer affordable to the worker who replaces them in the workforce.  Another example 
would be a lot with a 30 year old home being sold and redeveloped and the new home no longer being as 
affordable as the old home. 
 
The Commissions have identified potential tools to address both issues identified above – as listed in the 
table below. Staff believes that the votes taken to date indicate that no preference has been given to any 
one tool in either case.  
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Issue Impacts from New 
Development 

Impacts from 
Resale/Redevelopment 

 Mitigation Permanent Funding 
Tools Available Permanent Funding Incentives 

 Incentives  
Tools Not Available  Net Loss Regulation 

 
Discussion Questions 
1. Setting specific numeric indicators for each of the four bases (such as 65% of the workforce living 

locally) can be done by staff and inserted as indicators. However, for each of the bases what is the 
Commissions general goal? (staff will present the existing situation at the meeting) 

a) Local workforce 
• Maintain existing situation 
• Improve existing situation 
• Allow regression from existing situation 

b) Socioeconomic diversity 
• Maintain existing situation 
• Improve existing situation 
• Allow regression from existing situation 

c) Generational continuity 
• Maintain existing situation 
• Improve existing situation 
• Allow regression from existing situation 

d) Community first 
• Maintain existing situation 
• Improve existing situation 
• Allow regression from existing situation 

 
2. On 1/28/10 the commissions’ discussed the issue of whether one tool should be emphasized in 

addressing the issue of housing impacts created by new development. Staff’s interpretation of 
recommendations 267 and 268 is that both mitigation and a permanent funding source should bare a 
portion of the burden of addressing impacts from new development. Is this interpretation accurate? 

o Yes 
o No, there is one tool that should be identified as the primary tool 
 

3. Part of the 1/28/10 commissions’ discussion and a focus of public comment regarding housing was 
who should pay for the impacts created by development. Within the context of mitigation 
requirements on new development, what general policy would the commissions like to set with regard 
to mitigation requirements? 

 
o Nonresidential development mitigation should generally:  

• Increase 
• Decrease 
• Stay the same 

 
o Residential development mitigation should generally: 

• Increase 
• Decrease 
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• Stay the same 
 
o Exemptions to mitigation requirements should be considered for 

• No one   
• Small businesses 
• Small in Town residential developments 
• Small Single Family Homes (Teton County) 
• Other 

 You may vote for some combination of the above 
 

4. The 2009 draft prioritizes preservation of existing housing stock over the use of density bonus 
incentives in addressing the potential impacts from the resale/redevelopment of existing housing stock 
(Policy 4.3a). Is this prioritization still accurate? 

o Yes, 
o No, there should be no prioritization between the tools 

 
5. The 2009 draft promotes a variety of housing types (detached single family, duplex, triplex, 

multifamily; rental, ownership) in the community to house a diverse population, and encourages the 
provision for attached units. What is the appropriate mix of housing types? 

o Variety of housing types should be a goal, but no specific housing types should be encouraged 
o Encourage/discourage single family 
o Encourage/discourage small lot single family 
o Encourage/discourage duplexes and triplexes 
o Encourage multifamily (4 or more units in a building) 
o Encourage rental units 
o Other 
 

 You may vote for some combination of the above 
 

6. What should be done about the “What the Community Said About this Theme” boxes? 
o Leave the boxes as they are 
o Remove all boxes 
o Remove the paragraph statement from each box, but leave the bullets 
o Include the actual percentages from the University of Wyoming study under the bullets 
o Other 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
• Theme 4 Recommendations to date 
• Public Comment received on Theme 4 since 10/22/10 
• Proposed February 4, 2010, Agenda  

 
LEGAL REVIEW 

 
Staff notes that Town and/or County legal representation will only be provided on an as needed basis, and legal 
counsel will not be attending every meeting.  If commissioners have questions for the Town and/or County 
attorneys or would like to request that they be present at a meeting, please let staff know in advance. 
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SUGGESTED MOTIONS 
 
Town Planning Commission 
 
I move to continue Item P09-030 to February 11, 2010, at 5:30 pm at the Teton County Board of County 
Commissioner Chambers. 
 
Teton County Planning Commission 
 
I move to continue Item AMD 09-0017 to February 11, 2010, at 5:30 pm at the Teton County Board of 
County Commissioner Chambers. 



 



Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan Update
Joint Planning Commission Recommendations Through 1/29/2010

Topic: Theme 4: Meet Our Community's Housing Needs

Approved Jointly

Rec. # Recommendation DateCounty Town

256 A housing program is still necessary 3 0 1/14/20105 0

257 The basis of the housing program should be:
-Maintaining a local workforce (April draft structure)
-Maintaining socioeconomic diversity 
-Encouraging generational continuity of local families
-Not exporting our housing impacts to neighboring communities

3 0 1/14/20105 0

259 Workforce housing, socioeconomic diversity, generational continuity, and limiting exportation of impacts are 
all bases of the housing program with no priority

3 0 1/28/20104 0

260 Maintaining a “sense of community” should be a basis of the community housing program; and the concept 
of "community first, resort second" defined as desired housing types - acknowledging that resort jobs are 
important to the community - should also be a basis of the community housing program

3 0 1/28/20104 0

261 Subsidized housing programs should focus on full-time workers 3 0 1/28/20104 0

262 Mitigation requirements on new development should continue to be included as a housing strategy 2 1 1/28/20103 1

263 Preservation of existing workforce housing stock should continue to be a housing strategy - with caution not 
to actually deplete middle class housing opportunities

3 0 1/28/20104 0

264 Density bonuses should continue to be a housing strategy - while respecting the overall development caps 
previously recommended

3 0 1/28/20104 0

266 Creation of a permanent funding source should be a housing strategy 3 0 1/28/20104 0

Approved Teton County

Rec. # Recommendation DateCounty Town

258 The basis of the housing program should include:
-Continuing to be a community first and a resort second

3 0 1/14/20102 3

267 Mitigation rates should be set at levels that will assure success in achieving the goals of all bases of the 
housing program

2 1 1/28/20101 3

269 The Plan should continue to regulate the net loss of market workforce housing through redevelopment 2 1 1/28/20100 4

Failed Jointly

Rec. # Recommendation DateCounty Town

265 Programs to provide housing in neighboring communities should be a housing strategy 0 3 1/28/20101 3
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Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan Update
Joint Planning Commission Recommendations Through 1/29/2010

268 No mitigation should be required on new residential development 1 2 1/28/20101 3
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January 21, 2010 
 
Town of Jackson and Teton County Planning Commissions 
Re:  Conservation Alliance comments on “What the Community Has Said About this Theme” sections 
Submitted via email to Alex Norton  
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  
 
On behalf of the Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance, given your discussions at the Jan. 14 hearing, I would like to 
clarify our concerns regarding the “What the Community Has Said About this Theme” sections in each chapter.  
While we appreciate the intent to provide narrative summaries within the various chapters, we have consistently 
raised concerns regarding the degree to which the summaries are comprehensive and objective representations of 
public comment. We have requested that either the sections include a comprehensive list of findings (with actual 
results), or that the sections are eliminated and the plan simply include the polling findings as an appendix where 
a comprehensive data set can speak for itself. In short, caution should be taken in citing just several polling 
examples in these sections given the diversity of other community input that is highly relevant to a given chapter, 
but that is not reflected in the abbreviated lists.  
 
To provide specific examples, below are some excerpts of the points we raised in earlier public comment as they 
relate to different themes.  
 
Theme Four - “Meet Our Community’s Housing Needs’” 
The draft states the following: “2008 polling indicated that:  a majority of the community agrees that the town and 
county should continue to use incentives, rather than requirements, to encourage more deed restricted workforce 
housing in new development.”  However, based on analysis of three public surveys, two of the surveys actually 
demonstrated the opposite result – with more people disagreeing than agreeing with the statement.  Only the 
University of Wyoming survey shows 50.3% in agreement with the statement, with a full 40.1% opposed, which 
does not represent a notable majority.  
 
Theme Three – “Uphold Jackson as ‘Heart of the Region’” 
The draft states the following: “Most of the community supports limiting building heights to three stories along 
major corridors outside of Town Square.” However, other polling indicates that this is not necessarily 
representative of the breadth of results across surveys questions.  For example, the University of Wyoming “Key 
Findings” report states: “There was nearly equal agreement among residents that, “Current building heights in town 
today should be maintained.  No change,” (40%), and, “Careful redevelopment outside of the town square should be allowed, 
with up to 3-storey buildings,” (37%).   
 
Also, in discussions on theme three, the Conservation Alliance provided the following examples of polling results 
from The University of Wyoming, Teton County Community Survey (2008) that could  be added to allow for a broader 
picture of community input: 

• “A far higher percentage (78%) of residents considers it a higher priority to build more deed 
restricted affordable housing than to allow additional commercial or resort development.” 

• “Both overall development in rural parts of Teton County and redevelopment in the Town of 
Jackson should be limited.” (61%) 

 
Theme Two – “Manage Growth Responsibly” 
The Conservation Alliance raised questions as to why this section “what the community has said about this 
theme” included no polling coverage on questions regarding the preferred overall amount of development. The 
public has expressed strong support for limiting or reducing development potential. (See attached memo for 
examples.)  If this section remains, it should address community input on this important aspect of growth 
management.      
 



Also, the narratives should not include incorrect statements, such as “the community strongly supported the 
value that growth in the community must be managed responsibly, and that a “no growth” strategy was not the 
preferred alternative.”  See attached memo for clarification.  
 
Theme One – “Promote Stewardship of Wildlife and Natural Resources” 
In discussions on theme one, the Conservation Alliance primarily expressed concerns about the subjectivity of the 
narrative portion and the degree to which polling topics were not sufficiently addressed in the new draft overall 
(such as the lack of a strategy to establish a funding source for conservation easements). 
 
In conclusion, thank you for your consideration in evaluating the “What the Community Has Said About this 
Theme” section of the chapters.  These sections should either be rewritten to more accurately reflect all the survey 
results, or eliminated and all the polling results included in the appendix.  If the plan’s policies are written clearly 
enough, then they will capture and represent the community input, without having to have an additional section 
describing this input.  
 
Thank you again for all your work.  
 
Sincerely,  

                
Kristy Bruner                                        Becky Tillson   
Community Planning Director        Community Planning Associate 
  
 

 
 



 
 
April 20, 2009 
 
Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan Planning Team 
c/o Jeff Daugherty, Tyler Sinclair, Alex Norton, Jeff Noffsinger 
cc: Town Council, Board of County Commissioners, Town & County Planning Commissions 
Re:  Comp Plan Update - Public Input Regarding Support for Overall Limited Growth Potential 
  
Dear Planning Team,  
 
On behalf of the Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance, thank you for the opportunity to provide 
comments regarding the Comp Plan Update.  We appreciate your continued efforts on what is 
inevitably a very complex planning exercise for our community.  At a future date, we will 
provide comments specific to the new draft released on April 13.  However, this 
correspondence directly addresses the planning team’s repeated assertions that our community 
did not voice support for a “no growth scenario”.   The team’s conclusion is particularly 
concerning given that it appears to be used as such a strong basis for the direction of the new 
draft.   
 
The Conservation Alliance respectfully disagrees with this analysis of public comment 
regarding preferred overall development potential for Teton County and the Town of 
Jackson.  Below are comments to clarify our position.   
 

1. “No Growth” Scenario versus “Least Growth” Scenario 
 
First, based on our review, the public has never been asked questions regarding a “no 
growth” scenario during this public process.  The title of the (assumed) scenario was 
“Scenario D: Least Growth Focus,” and questions regarding a rating of preferences for different 
scenarios (A-D), to our knowledge, were asked only at one public meeting (January 2008).  
Also, since “no growth” and “least growth” have different meanings and consequences, it is 
important to distinguish between the two concepts.   
 
2. Polling indicates strong community support for the “Least Growth” Scenario & 

Limiting Growth 
 
Inaccuracies in scenario wording aside, polling did not indicate “a lack of community 
support” for this scenario as has been described in community presentations.  Our review of 
the different sources of public input data indicates strong community support for limiting 
overall growth. 
 
Following are some examples of data and resources that have led us to this conclusion.  
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Principle 4.4—Incentivize the creation of workforce housing 

Even with a dedicated funding source, the subsidy will be too large to house 65% of the 
workforce locally through the preservation of existing workforce housing stock. As a 
result, the community will continue to provide incentives for the construction of restricted 
workforce housing that more than compensates for the employees it generates21. 
 

Policy 4.4.a:  Allow density increases for 

restricted workforce housing in county 

nodes and identified town areas
22

  

As part of the community’s efforts to reduce its 
development footprint, areas throughout the rural 
county will have reduced development potential.  
Conversely, in the nodes (northern South Park23, 
Wilson, the Aspens area, Teton Village, and town 
growth districts), base allowances for density should be 
low enough to allow for density bonuses24.  The town 
and county can give density bonuses as incentives for 
restricted workforce housing25 construction that is still 
consistent with the Future Land Use Plan.  Density 
and floor area bonuses and other incentives consistent 
with the FLUP provide workforce housing units at less 
financial cost to the community26.  Incentives for the 
construction of rental units instead of ownership units 
and the conversion of non-residential floor area into 
restricted workforce housing should also be 
considered27. 
 

Policy 4.4.b:  Promote public/private 

cooperation in provision of housing 

In addition to providing incentives for the production 
of workforce housing, the community will also pursue 
creative cooperative solutions.  Local housing 
organizations will actively pursue cooperation with the 
federal and state agencies that employ a number of 
people in Teton County to provide housing solutions 
that benefit the agencies and the community as a 
whole.  The organizations will also actively work with 
local government, business owners, care providers such 
as the hospital and school district, as well as 
developers and land owners to identify appropriate 
workforce housing solutions. 
 

 
The town and county will allow density increases for 
restricted workforce housing in identified areas. 
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Example of a deed restricted housing project in Teton 
County. 
 

 

 

Strategies  
The Town of Jackson and Teton County will undertake the following strategies in initial implementation 
of the policies of this theme.  The town and county should periodically update strategies as tasks are 
completed or when additional action is necessary, based on monitoring of the Theme’s indicators. 
 

Strategy 4.1:  Establish a dedicated funding source for workforce housing preservation 

and production 

 Identify a seventh cent sales tax, additional mil property tax, or other funding source 
to allow for the Teton County Housing Authority to restrict existing workforce 
housing or build new restricted workforce housing. 

 Continue attempts to institute a real estate transfer tax. 
 Continue to fund the administration of the Teton County Housing Authority out of 

the General Fund, so that additional funds can be focused on workforce housing 
preservation and provision. 
 

Strategy 4.2:  Establish a workforce housing action plan 

 Seek opportunities to restrict existing housing stock. 
 Seek opportunities to work cooperatively with governmental and quasi-governmental 

agencies, employers, and developers to provide restricted workforce housing. 
 Seek opportunities to construct restricted workforce housing. 
 

Strategy 4.3:  Update  Land Development Regulations and the zoning maps 

 Update the nexus study for establishment of new mitigation requirements for new 
development and redevelopment. 

 Raise qualifying income for some restricted workforce housing to 200% of area 
median income. 

 Incentivize the preservation and creation of rental housing. 
 Determine appropriate base zoning and incentives using land use map maximums for 

the provision of restricted housing in county nodes.28 
 Allow multi-family housing where consistent with the FLUP. 

 
Strategy 4.4:  Increase outreach and educational opportunities 

 Increase awareness among the region’s employers about opportunities for 
public/private approaches to increase the supply of workforce housing. 

 Seek opportunities to improve public perception of workforce housing needs. 
 

Indicators  
The community will use the following indicators to monitor achievement of this theme’s values. 
 

Community Housing Indicators Goal Review Period 

1. Percentage of workforce housed locally >65% 5 yr 

2. Number of existing units restricted annually increase 1 yr 

3. Percentage of new units that are restricted increase 1 yr 

4. Number of houses lost from workforce housing stock monitor 5 yr 

5. Ratio of workforce to population (FTE/capita) monitor 1 yr 

6. Number of rental units monitor  1 yr 
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Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance Comments 
                                                        
 
1 High housing prices are one factor that affect workforce housing shortages.  We recommend additional 
language that speaks to additional factors such as median income (job generation in low-income employment 
industries) and imbalances between commercial and residential development growth and estimated 
potential.   
 
2 We agree with the County Planning Commission recommendation (16) to “more narrowly define 
‘workforce housing’.”  Refining this term, and clearly outlining the importance of an affordable housing 
program (with clear definitions and criteria), is critical.    
 
3 Just another reminder that this new draft should build upon the clearer definition of character provided in 
the 1994 Plan.  (The new draft still refers to “unique character” but has removed considerable narrative that 
describes elements of character, making it more vague now than in our existing plan.)   
 
4 As we have stated before, a 65% goal must be based on quantitative analysis.  Specifically, if the new plan 
calls for housing 65% of the workforce locally, the new plan’s policies should provide an estimate of the size 
of the total estimated workforce to be able to evaluate the feasibility of a “preferred land use plan.”    While 
we can appreciate that the implementation of a quantitative goal will be carried out in other sections of this 
plan (and not fulfilled in this narrative), it is critical that this goal is based on the best available data and a 
realistic evaluation of the factors that will affect our ability to achieve this goal.  These factors may need to be 
adjusted in order for housing goals to be consistent with the higher priority goals of the new plan – to protect 
our natural resources and manage growth responsibly. 
 
5 While we understand the intent of this language, it is important to recognize that in certain contexts this 
statement does not hold.  Time and time again, studies have shown that residential development rarely pays 
its way in the long-term.  Throughout this document, the topic of the costs of additional development is 
consistently underemphasized.  
  
6 See Jan. 21, 2010 memo regarding our broad concerns about the “What the Community has said about this  
Theme” sections.  Across a number of questions and surveys, polling suggests that the public supports 
limiting overall growth across the board.  
 
7 Overall, polling suggests that the public strongly supports the use of requirements for affordable housing. 
Again, see Jan.21, 2010 memo.   Based on a comprehensive look across three surveys, two of the surveys 
demonstrated the opposite result than what is stated in this section– with more people disagreeing than 
agreeing with the statement.  
 
8 The new draft must include language that calls for a predictable amount of development in addition to 
predictable pattern.   
 
9 This wording is confusing and should be clarified.  See recommendations from the Teton County Housing 
Authority. 
 
10 To be strategic, housing production should focus on the income categories where the greatest community 
needs lie.  This policy should include specific language that housing production should focus on the lower 
income categories (as recommended by the Teton County Housing Needs Assessment (2007).  As written, it 
only discusses higher income categories.  While the land development regulations should include the more 
extensive details, these policy-level “targets” should be more clearly defined in the new draft than they are 
now.  The 1994 Plan, Chapter 5, is a good starting point.    
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11 While diverse housing and land-use planning organizations, as well as the general public, should always 
be involved in housing policy discussions and share their perspectives, the Housing Authority, as the only 
government-based housing organization, should be the only entity that oversees criteria and category levels 
for affordable housing upon which regulations will be based.  (As stated by the Housing Authority, elected 
officials will be the entity that sets regulations.) 
 
12 As discussed in other sections, policy must direct the formation of the Future Land Use Plan.  It is therefore 
critical to describe the policy intent rather than simply refer to the Future Land Use Plan.  Also, as currently 
drafted, the extensive ranges of potential units proposed in different districts make future densities highly 
unpredictable.   
 
13 Under this principle, additional language should be added that distinguishes ownership versus rental 
options, and why each are important. The community expressed strong support for increased focus on rental 
housing, but the draft plan doesn’t adequately represent this strategy.    
 
14 “ Development must include housing for a portion of those new employees” is very weakened language. 
The 2008 draft included a statement that commercial development should fully mitigate its demand for 
employee housing.  We recommend significantly strengthened language in this section.  For example, the 
Housing Needs Assessment (2007) states “Mitigation is the most effective affordable housing tool in 
Teton County.  Improving the mitigation programs is the single most productive action to address the 
housing needs of the future.”  It also states “The community will use its time and money more effectively by 
restricting mitigation payments and requiring more on-site development.”  
 
As mentioned by the Housing Authority, language in the new draft should be clear about the types of 
approaches it is suggesting, such as linkage requirements versus inclusionary zoning.  Language at this point 
is unclear.  As suggested, we also believe it is important to have separate policies for residential and 
commercial development.  
 
15 This new draft should be clear about what is “fair” in an affordable housing program. Additional language 
should be added.  This is a critical topic to discuss at the policy level and to specify clear responsibilities for 
housing preservation and production.  
 
16 This policy should state “prevent workforce housing loss” not “minimize”.  Policy language must be 
strengthened. The Housing Needs Assessment (2007) recommends establishing a “no net loss” policy.  This 
report states “As market pressure for redevelopment grows, it is imperative to adopt a no net loss policy to 
ensure that existing dwelling units are replaced (e.g. if razed for development) in addition to the mitigation 
requirements imposed on new development.”     
 
17 Policies associated with conversions of rental inventory should be addressed in a separate policy.   
 
18 The plan’s other policies (see points 14 and 16) do not  include strong enough language to ensure that new 
development will be required to meet its own demands.   
 
19 To be objective, retiree challenges are not restricted to market homes alone.  Deed-restricted ownership 
units will also house retired individuals in the future, causing these homes to not be available to the 
workforce.  As voiced during an affordable housing panel in Fall 2008, affordable housing programs must 
anticipate the factor of retirees in deed-restricted homes.  As a result, Pitkin County Housing Authority is 
exploring incentives for retirees to relocate out of deed-restricted units to accommodate for new members of 
the workforce.  To assist with long-term planning for deed-restricted housing, the need to plan for this should 
be acknowledged across the board, not just for market homes.   
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20 Preserving existing housing stock is a great policy for increasing the number of units available to the 
workforce.  However, with regard to other language on this page that refers to the “housing equation”, this 
chapter falls short in addressing the inducers of workforce housing shortages, a critical component of the 
other side of the “housing equation.”  Specifically, rapid job growth in low-income sectors, a key variable for 
affecting the total workforce needing housing, is not addressed.  Policies should extend beyond today’s 
economic conditions.  
 
21 Our community needs to have an agreed upon calculation for employee generation and one that is 
rigorous enough to form the basis of regulations.  Both primary demands, such as construction, and 
secondary demands, such as teachers and emergency services, should  be included in an evaluation. 
 
22 It should be clear (as in the rewritten version (1/22/10) of Theme Two) that additive growth is not 
appropriate.  This policy will need to be significantly changed and clarified, particularly given the direction of 
recommendations on earlier chapters.  The new draft must be very clear about what the incentives are 
targeting, particularly with such vague terminology as “workforce housing.”  In general, the entire chapter 
should be reworked to distinguish between affordable, deed-restricted housing and workforce housing and 
how different policies address them.  The conditions under which “density increases” are promoted are not 
clear. This chapter must distinguish between incentives as unpredictable density-bonus options versus other 
types of incentives.    
 
23 While this area has been removed as a recommended node, it is still important that the plan does not 
include inconsistencies throughout its text. Some parts of the plan identify “Northern South Park” as a node 
district, others state “South Park” as the node district.  
 
24 “Baseline densities should be kept low enough” is weak, unpredictable language, and needs to be 
removed.  Overall baseline development potential should not be increased.   
  
25 Terminology should be consistent, using affordability definitions – not just “restricted workforce.” 
  
26 We caution the use of such statements, given that in many contexts this statement would not hold.  High-
density housing can have enormous costs in certain situations.  
  
27 This last sentence refers to topics that should be described under separate, distinct policies.  Both rental 
options and conversion of commercial potential should be emphasized more strongly in the chapter’s 
policies. 
  
28 The Strategies and Indicators section will need to be significantly reworked for consistency with other 
chapters as well as from input from the Blue Ribbon Housing Panel.  
 



 



AGENDA 
JACKSON PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

TETON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
FEBRUARY 11, 2010 – SPECIAL JOINT MEETING 

5:30 P.M. 
 
 
The meeting will be held in the Teton County Board of County Commissioners Chambers.  
Agenda for the meeting is as follows: 
 

PLEASE TURN OFF ALL CELL PHONES AND PAGERS DURING THE MEETING 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Town of Jackson Planning Commission 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Teton County Planning Commission 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT (maximum 45 minutes) 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 

1. Theme 4 – Meet Our Community’s Housing Needs 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Theme 5 – Meet Our Community’s Housing Needs 
• Staff Presentation of Theme 5 

 
MATTERS FROM STAFF (8:15) 

1. Data Requests Update 
2. Set Agenda, Date and Time for Next Joint Meeting(s) 
3. Identify experts that should be contacted for future meetings 
4. Other 

 
MATTERS FROM COMMISSION 
 
ADJOURN – TOWN OF JACKSON PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
ADJOURN – TETON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 




